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1 . Claims 1-22 are presented for examination. 

2. Claims 1-4 and 8-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vaitzblit et 
al. (5,528,513) in view of Sharangpani et al. (6,272,520). 

1 . Vaitzblit et al. taught the invention (claims 1 , 4 and 8, 1 1 ) as claimed including a an event recorder 
and event acknowledger (col. 4, lines 48-60); foreground controller (figure 1 , 1 58) for activating the task 
according to priority (see abstract) and in response to events (col. 4, lines 43-60), and a background 
controller operating in a cyclical manner (col. 5, lines 15-17 and Figure 1, 100). Vaitzblit et al. does not 
expressly state the code is of the currently active context, Sharangpani et al. taught the determination as to 
whether to change context is done before the new context is started (col. 4, lines 39-col. 5, line 5, col. 7, 
lines 46-67) .IT would have been obvious to combine these teaching In view of the express teaching of and 
Sharangpani et al. (see col. 2, lines 58-67). 

2. As to claims 2 and 9, Vaitzblit et al. taught masking (col. 4, lines 43-60). 

3. As to claims 3 and 10, Vaitzblit et al. taught storing the events therefore the reference taught at 
least a Flip-Flop (col. 3, line 55- col. 4, line 67). 

4. Claims 5, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vaitzblit et al. 
(5,528,513) and Sharangpani et al. (6,272,520) as applied to claims 1, 8, and above, and further in view of 
Dummermuth etal. (6,009,454). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary to replace the time slice scheduling of Vaitzblit et al. 
with the instruction count as expressly suggested by Dummermuth et al. (Col. 3, lines 22-23). 

5. Claims 6 and 1 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Vaitzblit et al. 
(5,528,51 3) as applied to claims 1 and 8 above, and further in view of Seibert et al. (5,239,652). 

Vaitzblit et al. failed to disclose placing the processor in an idle state. Seibert et al. taught place a 
processor in idle state in response to inactivity. It would have been obvious to combine the teachings to 
allow for the reduction of power consumption. 

6. Claims 7 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vaitzblit et al. and 
Sharangpani et al. as applied to a claims 1 and 8 above, and further in view of McLain et al. (6,256,659). 

As to claims , It would have been obvious to one of ordinary to include the teaching of vectoring as 
suggested by McLain, Jr. et al. (Col. 12, lines 63-67), to gain the benefit of allowing the process to resume 
at a later time when it was interrupted. 
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7. Claims 15-18 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vaitzblit et al. 
as applied to claims 1-4 and 8-1 1 above, and further in view of Motomura (5,713,038) and Sharangpani et 
al. (6,272,520) . 

Vaitzblit et al. taught the substantially invention (claims 15 and 18) as claimed including a an event 
recorder and event acknowledger (col. 4, lines 48-60); a foreground controller (figure 1, 158) for activating 
the task according to priority (see abstract) and in response to events (col. 4, lines 43-60), and a background 
controller operating in a cyclical manner (col. 5, lines 15-17 and Figure 1, 100). 

Vaitzblit et al. did not teach a plurality of register sets and the interconnection of the plurality of 
register sets with the execution core. Motomura taught the use of a plurality of register sets and the 
interconnection of the plurality of register sets with the execution core. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the data processing art to modify the teaching of Vaitzblit et al. with that of Motomura to 
realize high speed and more flexible context switching, in an conventional processor. 

Vaitzblit et al. nor Motomura et al. state the code is of the currently active context, Sharangpani et 
al. taught the determination as to whether to change context is done before the new context is started (col. 
4, lines 39-col. 5, line 5, col. 7, lines 46-67) 

8. As to claim 22, It would have obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art to included 
the teaching of Vaitzblit et al. and Motomura, to gain the benefit of the hierarchical scheduling technique and 
to realize high speed and more flexible context switching, in an general-purpose computer. 

9. As to claims 16, Vaitzblit et al. taught masking (col. 4, lines 43-60). 

1 0. As to claim 1 7, Vaitzblit et al. taught storing the events therefore the reference taught at least a 
Flip-Flop (col. 3, line 55- col. 4, line 67). 

1 1 . Claims 1 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Vaitzblit et al. (5,528,51 3) 
in view of Motomura (5,713,038) and Sharangpani et al. (6,272,520) as applied to claim 15 above, and 
further in view of Dummermuth et al. (6,009,454). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary to replace the time slice scheduling of Vaitzblit et al. 
with the instruction count as expressly suggested by Dummermuth et al. (Col. 3, lines 22-23). 
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12. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vaitzblit et al. (5,528,513) 
, Dummermuth et al. (6,009,454) ,Motomura (5,713,038) and Sharangpani et al. (6,272,520) as applied to 
claim 1 5 above, and further in view of Seibert et al. (5,239,652). 

The combined teachings failed to disclose placing the processor in an idle state. Seibert et al. 
taught place a processor in idle state in response to inactivity. It would have been obvious to combine the 
teachings to allow for the reduction of power consumption. 

13. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Vaitzblit et al. ,Motomura 
and Sharangpani et al. (6,272,520) as applied to a claim 1 5 above, and further in view of McLain et al. 
(6,256,659). 

14. As to claim 21, It would have been obvious to one of ordinary to include the teaching of vectoring 
as suggested by McLain, Jr. et al. (Col. 12, lines 63-67), to gain the benefit of allowing the process to 
resume at a later time where it was interrupted. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 
directed to Larry D. Donaghue whose telephone number is 571-272-3962. The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F 8:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Nathan Flynn can be reached on 571-272-1915. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or 
access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Larry D Donaghue/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2154 



